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1.0 TINTRODUCTION ’ C ’

-

e The B;esearch and Development' ptilization (Rnt;) progr am was estab-

lished in June, 1976 as an action research project of the National Insti- A

tute of Education. Operating until 1979, the program helped schools to ’

c.larify and.golve local p:oblems in the areas of basic skills and ca:eer

education t‘hI:Ough the use of mnovative ReD p:oducts. A major NIE objec-
. ’tive in oonducting the program was to learn moge about the management of
the local school improvement process and the role that externally devel-
oped RiD products can play in making it moze effectives To this end, 'in
November, .1977, Abt Associates Inc. was contracted to conduct a study of
the RDU program which will continué until 1981, | . )

NIZ has identified three priority ta:get grdups for the resylts of
the Abt Associates' study: zmanagers of charx;e/prog:ams ({including school- |
ba;sed practitioners) p'resea:c':hex.'s, nd ::golicy~ makers. Managers and prac-
titioners need to know what really works if they are to solve educational‘
problems. Resea.:chers,. pa:ticula:ly applied resea:chers, need dccurate in-
formation about programs and their results in order to develop more refined
concapts pnd mdels of cﬁar:;e which will lead to imp:oved practices in the
future. Fede:al and state policy makers requife information that Will al-

. low them to enact p:og:ams that will have the highest p:obability of - mpact,
& given limited’ financial resources and other constraints.
This memora.nd-.m deals with the infomation needs of these policy
¥ makers.* It des*ibes their parception.s of the potantial ;Solicy implica- ’
tions of \fhe RDU study for executive and’ legislative decision-making re-
lated to education. It is based on intérviews conducted in October, 1980
with leading educatiOnal policy makers in the National Institut-e of Bdu~
cation, U.S. Depa:tment of Education. and the Congress. Each official :
was asked to comment on how they might be influenced by the general i{s-
sues d:ivi,ng the study and hy the preliminuy f.indings that have emerged

L

"after three years of rese . These interviews wa,-:a not Abt Asaociates'

first effort at inoreaéing the pdlicy relevance of the RDU atudy--once be- ,
fore, ih 1978, we queried many of these same policy malr.a:s to ascertain the

, . . L ] A - ‘u . " .
]
llrMt:hough the substance of this mexmor andum may be relevant to prac- -
. “titioners and resesethers, the inf.omat,ion needs of these avdiences are

dealt with more extensively in other reports of the Abt’ Associates atudy.
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adninistrative arrl_le-tg‘islative context of the RDU study and to insure that

the issues and :;uestions on which the study planned to focus were-2ppro- .
priate. It is hoped that both sets of Interviews will enhance the "ROU )

'atudy $ contributlon to the design and managemene of dissemination progr am$

in educatlon as well as to the organizatlon and cperation of future federal,

- . state, and local efforts to improve schbols.
. ’ . _ ’ \ ‘ N
2.0 RDU_PROGRAM AND STUDY " ' .
. A e ) .
2.1 . Surmary of RDU Program Objectives and Strategies T '
. . " The National Institute of Bducation (NIE) established the ROU Pro-

gram as a new dem{st:ation effort in g;eemineting educational materials.,

While its overall goal was to help schodls clarify and selve local problems, .

. three specifi'c objec‘tives drove the design of the progr am: ol

A .

e to help schools alleviate specifﬁc, locally defined |
; problems in the areas of basic skills and Sareer |
. education' FJ - ' . )

. \e to ,help school and. community personnel learn about /
the products of educational research and develop-
Y ment; and ] .

¢ to increase understandihg of how the local program,
. improvenment process can be better managed and become .
. - mre effective.
The strategy for achiewving thése ocbjectives involved the funding
\ of seven field designed projects that-were to develop structures and pro-
cedy:es to organize a linkage system, or nétwork of national, state, and
other external reaources, including information end human resources whlch

*o

would be ‘made avajilable to school personnel. Each project sought t.o devel-

~

op ; problem sclving process whereby schools would systematically ident ify
thei: ‘problens and then. select .and implement :esearch-based products p:

i eas ‘to solve thenm.

In practice, the seven funded projects had geveral common featu:es.

l

Pirst, each project initially emphasized the use of linking agents to coor~

dinate the network Of extermal resources that was developed at the p:oject.
level. Second, ,each project developed a knowledge base, or pool of products

or practices thet were screened for quelity. evailabllity. and tranafarabil-

ity. Finally, the oo:e of the RDU strategy wus to provide each participating

A ’ -




school or distriét with :iystamg in following & seguence of problem .
" solvﬁ activities as showh in-Exhibit 1., v '

Fhe RDU program is unusual among fed)prallyr funded dissemination
stratégies because of its dual commitwment to the dissemination and' use
¥ ‘ of R&D products and the dw;lopment of local school capabil,ities to solve .
! ' probleus through the use of externally developed knowledge' Other fed-
eral pregrams have temnded to concentrate on either product disse:nmation ,
or J.ocal capacity bullﬂing, but have not concentrated on an integrated
model for combining the two. ,'

. . Seven projects were supporled by the RDU program for three years.
* Together, the seven projects served more than 300 schools. Projects were
regicnally distributed, and inolud:ad the following:

. . " e .The Northwest Reading Consortium, involving the state
* g department of education and other agencies in Washington,
’ Oregon, Alaska, and Idaho; . "

e The Natjonal Education Association Ingervice Pducation '
' . Project, operated in collaboration with the departments ~
of education and corresporiding state education. adsoci-
. . " ations in 12 states: Alabama, California, Iowa, Massa-
, chusetts, Michigan; Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
. ' Tennessee, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming;

e The Consortium, operated by The NETWORK, 'a ron-profit - -
research and service organization that coordinated the
efforts of agencies in 8ix states: California, Connec-

! ) ticut, Kansas, Massachugsetts, Minnesota, and Washington; ..

. e The Georgia Research and Development utilization Program;

. ® The Pennsylvania School I@provement Program:

e The Phorida Linkage Sy_tem and ) -

‘® " The Michigan Career Bducation Dissemination Project.

This projéct was operated by the state department of '
- education as were the projects in Georgia, Pennsylvania, ’ ;
and Florida. ~

[
L] - ]

. 2.2 - Abt As'sqc:lates' St'udy of the RDU P;ogram .

: . In 1977, Abt Asscciates Inc., zraccial gcience research firm based

,in cambf idge, Husnchusetts, was contracted by NIE to tonduct a study of

.the RDU progrzm. The study was intended to contribute to the understanding

of, ratio_nal ptablem solving in local schools by examining how schools util-

ize uternally developed R&D products to ‘improve administrative procedures‘, ‘
v N . and 1nstruct10nql practices. The study also planned to increase the store.
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. of knowledge about the design, operation, and results of dissemination pro-

.grams in education. It was to aAdress severn major issues: -

which have the expertise and resources to help local

e how relationships are managed between various agencies -,
“schools solve problems; - i

.

¢ to what degree an intervention program such, as RDU can
- help schools overcome barr!ers to successful problen
- s0lving (such as limited access to information or lack
of planning, skills, etc.):

e to what degree the-products of educatiofal R&D are
relevant to the problems and contexts of local
' schools; .

e what the impact is of the products of educational R&D
once they have been adopted and Amplémented; . '

~ e what factors contribute to the institutionalization
of the RDU approach within ‘A variety of organ!zat!qnss

¢ how linking agentsa coordmate the flow of external re-
sources to schools, and whether this helps the schools
v solve problems; and . '

. ' o how efficient the RDU approach is in relation to ap-
proaches taken by other major disseminatidn efforts.* R
Ll -

, Abt Asscciates' design for t;le RDU study involved a var‘iety of data
collect ion . Strategies, Over.the last' three years, these have included site
visits to, telephone armd inr-person interviews with, and ma!l surveys of cen-
tral RDU project staff, teachers and adm!n!strators, linking agents, NIE of-
ficials, and representatives of other federal programs for d!saem!nation and
local program improvement. In addition, project documents spch as activity
logs, budget, and eva].uat!on reports, and organ!zat!on charts were used to
address many of the resea.rch questions ally, a great quanti_y of anec-
dotal and descriptive d;ta, plus site-specific ana.lyses,.were drawn from case

oA studies produced by researchers who were employed_tor this purpose by each of

the individual projects. : '
3.0 °  'POLICY CONTEXT )
» The extent to which research influences policy depends not only on

the quality of the research. Factors other® than the explaﬂatory power of the

research design, .validity and reliability of the instruments, statistical o

*NIE and Abt Associates formally eliminated this "inter-progran® -
» comparison from the  ROU Study in mid-1978. i

5. 8 . ot
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significance of tl:e data, and timeliries; of the _ﬂnal report. often determine
the degree to which and -the ways. in w;Iich tresearch 'in_fluences policy. 1Its
influence is also affected by the instititional commitment and personal
goals of thespolicy makers, their involvement in the planning and con?iuct
of the research, and the relevance of the research” findings 'a pehding pol-
icy or programatic decisions. -

3.1 Jole of the Policy Maker Interviews . =

With this i.n “mind, Abt Associates has repeatedly sought out ﬂ:l—
icy makgrs in the executive and legislative branches of federa'l and state
Xgovernmint in order to discuss their concerns, inf&mation needs, and pol=-
icy chol?:es. During the spring of 1978, swhen _the RV study was new and

mutable, we.interviewed 25 educational policy makers about the. study's -

context, potential relevance, and design. fTheir conclusiorns, which were
later that same year in a formal report,* helped shape the re- - .
£ the overall study .approved by NIE. .- ¢ ’

reflect
design
t the present time, the study is approaching cornpletion, and we
felt
The stydy's continuing pblicy relevance could be checked by sharing our

at it would again be useful to solicit the views of policy makers.

nary findings with representative policy makers and exploring how
the st{idy might influence legxslation, admimstrative regulations, program
development, and other educationa.l initiatives. Rather than affecting the
study'Bs design, we hoped that the ideas of the poli;:y rmakers on this oc-
ciusi.b would improve the study's remaining reports and the contribuyon of

our, findings'to educational policy making.

* AY o * . £ y E 2
. -~
3.2 ° ; Methodology : . :

Staff members of NIE'S Prograx;: on Research and Educational Practice
assisted us in the selection of poténtial interviewees within the federal
government. In particular, we sought individuals who had experience in, or -~
ware fmiliartwith, poljcy decisions r_gyting to educational prgblem golving
and the use and dissemination of educational knowledge. We also wanted the
policy makers to represent a range of institutions and respons_igilities,
/ -

- ]
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including executive and legislative| officials involved in poli_c:y dev#lopment,

p:ograa development, regearch and legislation. Such characteristics would

be impo:tant in detemining the: ‘overall relevance of the RDU gtudy to edu-

cational policy and progran development: specific executive or legislative

decisions that the study-might influence; and a oontent and tone for the study

:eportz? that woulld be both technically sound‘ and ndminist:ati‘vely persuasive.
The 14 pSlicy makers who ultimately were interviewed included ten '

.from the .executive branch and four from the legislative. They included the

Assistant Sedretary for Legislation of the Department of Education, the
Director and several Assistant Directors of the Nagional Institute of Educa-
tion, and Hajorityfounsels of the education committees in the Senate and
House of Rep:esentatives. These informal discussions, lasting about an hou:
each, occur:ed in October, 1980.' 'me full 1ist of :espondents is presented
in the Appendix._fIt is important to note that, due to executive turnover

and the establishmelit of the Department of Education, only four of the policy

makers interviewed in 1980 hai also been interviewed in 197s.

‘During the interviews, the policy makers were asked to address them-

selves to three toplics: — ” .

e’ relevance of the seven study issues to educational
decision-making;

e policy implications of preliminary findings; and the

. @ polivy relevance of the forthcoming Executive Summary
of the RDU Study. — . .

4,0 RELEVANCE.OF STUDY ISSUES TO ‘EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING
- . F

Generally, the policy makers ‘endo:s'ed the RDU study ag providing

timely and useful information for educatiqnal policy and program development.
They believed that technical and manage:—ial decisions on knowledga\dissemina-
tion activities, R&D product development and validation, and the general role
of the federal government in school iaprovement efforts could be affected by
the RDU-study. . .

Specifically, theé policy makers were asked to prioritize the seven
issues guiding the RDU study in terms of how much they would value informa-

A4

tion about- each one._— Our concern was to have the policy makers' preferences

¥

L

*Inltvo cases, this portion of the interview was inadver;,enr_l,y-onitted.—
Therefore, this section is based on the views of twelve of the fourteen policy-
maker s-—eight exegfitive and four legislative.

'J .
10 L
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g before us when we decide cn'the relative ooverage and emphasis to be
given each\issue in the”final reports of the RDU study. The results of *
this inquiry are presented in two exhibitzl
of the study issues by policy pakers in 1980 with the earlier rmkings .

in 1978, while the-other exhibit disaggregates the 1980 federal .rankings

One contrasts rankings ) \

L)

into ratings by executive branch officials and ratings by congressional
staff. Both exhibits relfect the average rankihgs assigngd'tp the vari-

E] .

. ous issues by each group of policy makers. R . <

4.1 Rankings of Study Issues bf Federal Policy Makers ih 1978 and 1980

Exhibit 2 revegls sote striking oifferences in the average rankings
assigned to the issues by the 1978 and 1980 policy makers. For instance,
whereas the 1978 group stressed the paramount importance of measuring product
impact (Issue #4), the 1980 group ranked that particular issue much lower.
Fhile both groups valued 'impact data as the "hottom line" of whether or )

A
mocre skep-

. the RDU program ;as successful, the 1980 group members were m
tical of the ability of any research project, including the ‘study, .to at-
tribute 1mpacts to a specific intervention in situations where other programs .
or ci#cumstances night have produced the apparent change.

In 1980, the policy makers placed the highest priority on knowing
more about the relevance of R&D products to the problems and contexts of
local schools [Issue #3). Many argued that federal dissemihation activities,
both current and %tontemplated, often make the unsupported assumption that
RiD products exist to fit almost any problem and context and that only the
products’ lack of visibility and availability have allowed the problems to
persist. 1In fact, the RDU study and others have shown that sﬁéh an all-
purpose product pool does not existy for example, there is a very limited
number of products relevant to problems in career education and basic skills\
at"the secondary school level. This can lead to dissemination programs with
unrealist ic expectations on the part of progr &m sponsors and clients, poor
product choices or adaptations, and eventual disappointments that the program
delivered far less than it originally promised. . 2

e Another isgue assigned a higher ranking in 1980 than in 1978 con- - *
cerned the management of relations among external resource agencies (Issue_
#1). The 1980 group put less emphasis on the pivotal role of the federal”

_gpvernment in achool improvemint efforts and stressed the inportance of local

-

8 . . RS




_ - . Exhibit 2

. . . -

RANKINGS OF STUDY ISSUES BY FEDERAL POLICY MARERS _

; . IN 1978 AND 1980

-

’

’ \

™

. . Average
’ . e Rankings by
] . b . Federal ‘

1978

. Policy Makers

\ Study Issues .

Héw relations are managed between
, var lous agencies which have the . 5
expaertise and resources .to asgist
local schools in problem solving

To what degree an intérvention

program such as RDU can help .. -

. ) schools overcome barriers to 3
successful problem solvifg

(Limited access to informatiop,

' lack of planning skills,, ete.

2,

.

To what degree the products of

* educational RiD are relevant to 7
* the p:oblems and contexts of :
local school s )

..

What the impact is of the prodicts .
of educational Ri&D once they hale 1
been adopted and implemented

What factors contribute to the [

, institutionalization of the RDU . 4
approach within a variety of [
organizations . \t

6,/ How linking agents coordinate the \} '
. flow of external resources to
" schools, and whether this helps : .
the schools solve problems
' 7. How efficient the RDU approach is
\ in relation to zpproaches taken by 2
Other major dissemi.nation efforts .
. .~ 4 .

. b
The issue assigned the highest
average ptiority is ranked i1,
the second highest #2, and so on.

¥ NOTE:

Average »
Rank ings by
Rederal
Policy Makers
1980 .

ERIC . “ 12




e

:euohrces; e;g.:teache: education centers, uni.ve:sitiea. an‘d.individual _gon-
sultants. State educat.ion depa:tnenta and other coord nating bodies could
p:ofit the policy makers felt, by any, informat ion l:hat the ROU study could
pmide on how best to establiah and maintain mtwo:ka of exterrial rescurce
agencies thit were locqlly based but kp?led%eable about the "state of the
art” in-school imp:ovement efforts nationally. .

* ‘Howeve:. an evel la:ge: shift between 1:978 ahd 1980 occur:ed td.th
refb:ence I:o the value ok information about the_ :elativp efﬂciency of *
the RO app:oach (Issue $7) 1, it fell !f'r:om being ranked aecorﬁ higi';eat in
1978 to sdventh and last in 1980. Dué to“inincial constraints, NIE and
Abt Associates had ofﬂci;xuy dropped, a comparison .of the RDU progr am with
otha: major federal disseminat‘lon efforts from the RDU study after the first

‘_" rounda,gf policy makér interviews had been ccmpleted ﬁl 1978 This, isgue was

insegr.ed in’the 1980 interviews to datect any changes in the policy makers'
perceptions of its-impo:tance. Some poncy makers bbse:%d that they lost

. Interest thia issuﬁ because the RDU program had ended, its mission and
¥

o:gmization was not comparable to other diasemination efgo:ta{ and the othe:
effo:ts we:f a.l:eady bping studiet by The NETSKRK t?s part of ancther contract

+

:‘ -

4.2 Rankinga of ‘udy 1gsues by ’E‘;de:al Executive and Ldgislative
. Policy-Makers in. 1980- = - .

Exhitiitd contrasts the 19‘80 :;nkings of "executive -md JJlegislative
d;cision-make:af Jnepartment- of Education. (especially the N&t{c:nal In-
stitute of Educat )
vi.ewa. whereas the législative representatives were staff Euembe:a of the
Bouse Committeéd on Education and. Labor and !!}e Senate Eommittee on I;abo:
and Human Resou:ce.s. : ’: )

There was “remackable oonsistency between the executive and legia-
lative policy make:s if ranking the study’isaues. Both groups placed the
highest pcio:ity on assessing the relevance of R&D products to local ;choola .

(Issue 1’:5). They also valued iqfo:mation sbout the management of' exte:nal

:ep:esented the executive branch in the 1980 inter~

Lesource matworks (Issue ll)...,ove:comi\ng ba::ip.:s to gugcessful p:oblen-
solving (Issue #2), and tke impa::t of. R&D p:oducts once they have heen im-
plenented {1ssue M). Low p:iority was assigned to data about the inntitu-
tionalizntion of the RDU approach (que #5), due mainly to a gene:aJ.
ccnsensus that ot enough time had passed since the RDU pr‘ogram ended to be

~ able, t6 l!uute ins‘{tutlonallzatlon. - s e . .

. e . ' . .

"c . ’ ) 10 . . '@ .
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. Bxhibit,3

wPANKINGS OF STUDY ISSU’BS $Y FEDERAL EXECUTIVE LEGISLATIVE
POI.ICY MARERS IN 1980

* . ]

1,

2.

3.

4.

6.

7.

P

4 . =

Study Issubs ~

How relations are managed between

" various agencies which have the

expe:tise. and reBources to assist
local schools in problem solving .

_ To what degree an intervention

prograyg such as RDU can‘help
+ schools overcome barriers:to
successful problem solving .
.{limited access. to informationy
lack of planning skil}s, ete,)

¥
To what degree ‘che products of
eddcational RiD are relevant
to the problems and contexts
of local sghools

R&D once they have
inplenented .

What Eactors cOnt:ibute to the
institutionalization of the RDU
approach within & variety of
organizations ’

How linking agenpts coordirffate the
‘flow of exter resources to
schools, and whether this helps

. the schools solve problems.

How efficient the RDU approach is
in relation to approaches taken by
other major dissemination efforts

Average —— Averag;a
Rankings by Rankings by,
Executive Legislafive
Policy Hakezs Policy Makers
1980° 1980
2 3
]
- 4 -I\
1 2

3 4
'J
5 7
‘ -
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i
‘6 5 '
¥
7 6
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Althou!;h the executive and legislative rankings were y very simi-

' lar, the policy nakers often offered different ‘redsons for preferring
cectain issues over others. Bxecutive bra officials tended to stress
the progrmatic and research implications the issuea, while their -
" legisYative counterparts, predictably, emphasized impacts on authoriza-,
tion and appropriations hills. For example, with réference to the issue
of overc‘oming barriers to successful problem solving (Issue #2), policy
makers from the executive brench focused on the need for information on
ho;: to improve the use of advisory panels ﬁin existing programs (esgecially
Title I), while legislative policy makers saw the ramifications of this
issue on the establiehmené and use of the school-aite, councilg envisioned

,*+in the pending Youth Incé@ntives &ct.

q

5.0 POLIEY IMPLICATIONS OF PRELIMINARY PINDINGS

While the final results ot{ the RDU study will not be available until®
the spriré of 1981, some preliminary findings were already evident when the
policy nfkers were interviewed for this memorandum. Azong the positive find- .
ings were the significant nunber of local school gites which successfully -
implemented new programs or practices, the low coets of the RDU program at
the site level, and improvements reported.by teachers in their curricula _and\
classroom practices as well as in pupil attitudes and behaviors as a resylt
of their RDU efforts. Negative outcomes" included the lack of externally
validated products in some aignificant areas, the low rate of adoption of R&i)
_products, a general failure to institut-.ionelize key features of the problem
solving process, and the transience of the educational networks designed to
deliver gservices to the schools. In order to give the policymakers an oppor -~
tunity to think ‘about the policy inplicatinoa of ‘the preliminacy findings, the
list of findings was shared with them in advance of the interviews. This sec-
tion describes these preliminary findings and th:an the policy makers' reactions
to then, , . 3\

- /
5.1 Preliminary Findings of RDU “Study ’ . o,

':l.‘he preli,ninary tindings covdr four areas of the RDU program: school
outcones, factors affecting schog,l-level outcones, program costs at the local
school level, and the design and management of educational networks for school
izprovenent. - .

"
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School Outcomés . ' Cg . . ’ 3
R
chool outcomes include .the achieVenent of both progran goals (i.e., a
the succeast.‘ul ocm.életion of a p’roblem solving process, and adopt ion and f
L |
implementation of exterﬁhlly devgloped new school practices) and M ;‘
EEY L3 t g
; effects (i. €.y o:gaqizational changes--such. as charges in decision madcing j
p:actices or "the creation of new roles-~and pe:sorial benefits to partici- LA
. _ - patlng staff). 'rhe implepentation of exte:nally developed programe or Q'g’
practices was widery achieved, and there is a high expectation of .their con~
‘tinued use; but rustezing the continued use of an imp:oved problem solving '\,
process is more difﬁcult. . Spimoff effects constitute a major area of RDU ,,.‘k \/
) S A
success® ¢ -_\ - . 5
R ) .
. - . App:oxi.mately 75% of the pa:ticipating local school sites .
. ' . remained’ ih the prograz and successfully adopted and imr °
. - plementéd new prograns or practices. In those schools 78% ;;5,
] of the teachers surveyed in 1979 indicated that they were
- . using the product currently, and almost all of these re- .
. ‘ ported that they would continue its ‘use in the future.
' ~ ¢~ Most scbools implemented new programs or practices f:om('f
*  "their Projects' approved "product pool." Products devel~ ,
i oped in, local schools with federal support for disseming- ‘
. tion and ing (e.q., those supported by the Natiopal - i \
@ N Diffusion Netwdrk) were more widely adopted than "ReD*
. products. The :ate of .adoption of R&D products does *
_  pot kean that 4 ’
Reasons for low Ve
- :;ate:ﬁ!ls or to training for implementatiol. R ,
] P:c& all sources--practices or research based--thue ap-
. to be a lack of externally validated products in .
. signiﬁcant areas (ise., basic skills at the second- '
. ary le?l, and career education products). ! ’ .
; . ™ 're-ache:t generally rated the quality of the new prograns
. .orrpract ices they adopted very highly, and the pew prac- ‘
' . - . tices were rated as having significant impacts on.the ',
. ' school. FPor example, 68% reported that the curriculum .
» ‘ improved; 70% reported improved nate:ials' “and 468 re- , -
pdrted improved-classroom management practices. More- Y

over, posit{ve~impacts on pupil att{tudes, behavior and
) pa:to:mance weré reported by teachers: 60% reported
. . .g:eat or some lmprovement as a result of the new program
. ' .ot p:'acticea.
° P:imipals’ :epo;t substantial efforts to ensure the schools’
¢ontinued use. of the naw p:og:ams or practices.. Most prin-
- o cipals indicate that the new progrems or practices have been
formilly incorpdrated ingo curriculum plans. A majority of

L]

] he - » ’ r
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local scheool problems: - r
. . 'Y .
N e 1In a large proportion of the Schogls, the problem solving
process was viewed as even more valuable than the new pro-
R gram or practice adopted. Teachers who actively partici-
. pated on the local problem sclving téams more freguently L. Lt
b réported; personal growth in leadership skills, gelf- . 9
o8 confidenle and job satisfaction, and understanding of the .
. . ’ schqol. Overall, gréatest personal benefits were repotted
* .. by the young, elementary school teachers,-and by teache:s
" using the adopted p:og:ams or practiceq In some schools,
5 t. the p:ocess even led 'to more majo: organization changes.

/ ¢ However, inafitutionalization of key featuges of the process : >: |
{i.e., feliance on external resources, ua{.of teams with high
' ' \ levels of effort, strong teacher participation) rarely oc-
curred. Schools did not generally acquire the internal capac-. |
. ity and oomitment to repeat a problem solving process like |
» % ¢ {that used in the ROU progran. . — i

~ . ) . o
' Pactors Affecting School lLevel Qutcomes N

] . . W
Various feajpres of the RDU intervention were found to affeqt sd"ioof“?
‘outpomes positively. These program effects were as strong as or stronger. than
site gha::acteristics (such as p:evious.e'xperieme with innovative programs) .

. - ~ .
& [The characteristi::s of the adopted program or practice had
. the strongest effects of* any features of the RDU interven-
. . tion. Field tested programs and those which were difficult
to implement or which required extensive changes in the
. sc¥pol'resulted in highest reported lavels of teacher satis-
‘ faction and impact on pupils. Locally deyeloped products
\ gand thore which required egtensive local adaptation before. *
implementation were less effective 6‘" producing these school

-t

* outcomes. . ’ .
€ . - . ®© BPpart icipatlon and influence of a broadly representative =
8chool based problem solving team with decision-making ~~ y
+ , authority were also significant in achieving strong pro- - 4

gram impacts on schools. Particularly important ele}ments
ot' the team activity were: ' :
- ’ - an exphasis on building consensus and a feel- -
- ing of prograz 'owne:shlp" through comnunica- = .
tion with-teachers not ‘on the team; . ,
- a strongly coomitted team leader based in the - .
school or district; . . ' re
. - adequate attention to planning-for ’ “
g iaplementat ion; s .
-~ strong but tractful intervention by ¢t
' . the linking agent who could conmect \ ;
. the school with necessary resources. ;

. .
T - ',

W » . T B 14
fo . 17

v of LY

-
A .,



~ . N »
- ® A key factor in mobilizing resdurces for the school - .
level problem solving process--and the.greatest single ' o
category of expendituzes to support change--is the ~ _ ° v,
availability of staff release time for’ teachers on the -

p:f:blem solving team, - - .
. . . - . -
e Support from the school administrator is important to
the success of the effort, although active administra- .
tor involvement is more critical in later stages. of . .
the problen solving process. Modest levels of princt- *
. pal commitment can be counter-balanced by support from . -
. the district qffice. Turnover in administrators fre- : .
! o - quegtly accounted for fluctuating levels of implemen-
tation and continuation. * .
’ p
p .

Progcam Costs at the Local School Level

The RDU p:og:;m did not. incur significant costs at the school level.
Although the provision of federal funds was an impo;:'tant stimulus to partici-
pation in the RDU program, the schools relied more heavily on district funds
' and on tl:le contributed time of principals angd teaéhegs to support their RDU

. . effort. ' N p

- . i - .

. ’
e Program costs were generally low at the. school
level, Few schools had.mah%utlaya in excess ,of
. $5,000, including funds provided by the RDU pro-
’ " gram. i \

e Each dollar of-federal funds generated additional
cesources at the school level worth about $5.

These "in-kind contributions” included uncompen=
sated releaszed time of participating teachers,

. . district fupds’for materifls and travel, and the — |
use of local facilities and equipment, They also

tncluded funds drawn from other federal progrims ) .

\ v, operating at thyschools, e.9., Title I, Title .
IV-C, NDN, eto” ° . ' ‘

- »

.o

: e Personnel Eosta- accounted for 85t of the total re-~ |
- * ‘sources ubed by schools participating in the RDU™ e
prograp. Most of these persdgnel costs represented o
the time spent by administrators and teachers in
*group brainstorming, materials development, Qa/n:ch
« reporting, and program adginistration. 3;'1 Y

L]

e \In addition to funding given directly to the achools, ap-,

*  proximately $16,000 in federal funds weréd used to support”
' each school's participation in the progran. This estimate *
M . exclidés research and start-up costs of adninistering the -
projects, but includes general administrative costs of the "y
RDU projects, the serviceg of the linking agents and other —
consultants paid for by the project, and the gservices of the

l\ knowledge ‘base staff.

13 . 15 .
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. In addition to funding given directly to the schools, ap-

proximately $16,000 in federal'funds were used to support
. each school's participation in the program. This estimate |,
excludes research and start-up costs of administering the
. projects, but includes general administrative costs of the "
RDU projects, the services of the linking agents and other
, sconsultants paid forfby the project, and the services of the
* *  Kknowledge base-staff.. g -

1 4
— .
Design and Management “of Fducational Networks for School Inprovement

. -

The seven RDU projeCtZ each establ}hed a nefiwork of crganizitions
.that pperated effectively in

elivering. ‘servig;s to schools. These networks
involved extensive relationships between local schools, .intermediate educa-

tional agencies (BOCES,.county offices, etc.), state departments of education,
universities and independent educetjcnal crganizations. The educational
networks proved, however, to be fragile and ternded to revert to p‘;evlous prac-
tices at the ,end of the program. Institutionalization of new services or prac=-
tices based ch thé RDU program tended to occur within a specific org;nizatlon;

. i
instituticnalization of new inter-organizational linkages occurred less fre- :

I

quently. ] . /

‘ o In all of the RDU projects, selected materials developed'
' or skills and learning acquired were successfully incor-,
porated into ongoing dissemination activities within the
sponsqung_agencies. . )

o * Statewide networks were eazier to manage and sustain than
~ those organized on .a regicnal or naticnal level.

® Networks that brought together many dissimilar organiza- ,

' tiohs tended to be more difficult to manage and sustain.
A particular problem for these networks was the clarifi-
cation of roles and respofisibilities for each different
type of organization. R - ' .

-
* 0w

e The timeline of the RDU demonstration was three years. .
,For some projects (such az projects with complicated .
networks, or those which, involved organizations that b
¢ -had not previously worked together) this time was too
short to fully demonstrate the potential of the network
for delivering services.

e A qajor management dilexma for demonstration programs of
this type is where the project should be located within
the sponsoring agency. Many RDU projects were placed in .

research units, or other departments that could hot pro- . -
vide a permanent basis for continuatidn.” Projects located v
. in operating program 4ivisions, however, were subject to’ .
more pressure to emphasize service rather.than demonstra- .
tion ocbjectives.
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.limple adjustmenta to existing p:ogzams, rather than nusiw ch

x

-' . ® Splecting a project director from outside the gponsoking .

NG ‘. " agency (or one who is poorly integqrated in the Sponsor-

+ ° ing agency) occurs frequently in demonstration projects.
Thé project director's lack of feniliarity with the prac-
. tices anil norms of the sponsoring agency often impedes
‘- the demonstration's integration with the ongoing activi-
" ties of the agency and its longer-term prospects for 'con-
A * tinuation and institutionalization. N .
® Iocating "linking agents™ or facilitators in Intermediate
Education Agencies proximate to the client schools facil-
itates effective secvice delivery and responsiveness by

® creases problems of project management, gince linking
' agents .scattered over a wide geographical area are more
difficult to supervise and coordinate than agents housed
in or near a p:oject 8 cent:al headquarters.

® The types of formal tzaining that were typically provided
to educational linking agents and f#cilitators had little
i.npact upon job satisfaction and performance. More impor-
tant is the development}of appropriate.job descriptions

. and comnmunication structures to reduce conflict between
client and managemeht expectations.’ ,
] s -
» N s : , .
5.2 Policy Implications ' . : e

makers. Given the, set of findings’ in advance of the 1"te

The preliminary findings definitely seened to 1ntez the policy
the policy

wholly new polJ.cy initiatives. Boweve:, many policy makers tepded to talk
in ve gene:al_tem about the RDU study and were able, for the mo
to relate only a few preliminary findings t(: specific upects of their work.
what poligy implications they saw and fell into four categories: policy
developneni:‘.;pzog:an development, research, and legialation. “e

LY a

Ll . ‘
Policy Development .

. !
One of the critical issues around the establishment of the Department

of Bducation was the appropriate role for the f;de:a:l goverrment in education.
It should be noted that the policy maker mte:vilws occurred a few dayx before
the 1980 natinal elections. The Raagan campaign had been arguing for a‘ceducod
federal :o}e in educational policy making and for disnanuing thé Department of
Education. It is not surprising, therefore, t‘hat several policy makers chose
to examine the implications of the RDU study for federalism in education.

..‘ . ° \17’-20‘.

" making them more accessible es well as more familiar with ) |
the sccols' needs and contexts. At the same times it in- '
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° A prelininary finding was that "institutionalizaiton of the
' process rarely occured,® although the R&D products then-
:gelves seemed to persist after tbe RDU program ended. ~
sides being disappointing, these 'results prompted queati.ons
about how the federal governmeit can insure that the funds
it invests in local dducation projects can achieve long-term
:impacts on school management and decision making. Some pol-
. fcy makers contended that 109111 projects‘are too dependent
on federal funds (an argument somewhat negated by the RDU
finding that every §1 in federal funds levaraged $5 in local
resources), and are reluctant to continue the project once
federal involvement, ceases.

e The RDU finding that locally-based external resource’ agen- -
cies were important factors in program success led a few,
policy makers to conclude that federal funds should be
chanrieled through teacher education centers, universities,
and the like, since these .agencies seem to be effective
change agents and are likely to be around” even after the
federal progran ends. Building a 16cal capacity in provid- .

- ing ¢xternal resources to schools should receive a higher
priority, they felt.

" )

® Two policy-makers contended that the issue of appropriate .
channels for-federal aid to education had policy implica- '
tions beyond just.institutionalization of a preduct or )
procéss. Within the Department of Education, the dilemma
, is whether federa]. funds should be passed through inter-

. . ' mediate agencies £o recipient institutions (as is the case

in Title IV-C where state education departrents turn fed-
) eral funds over to ‘local school districtg) or should be
awarded directly to the institutions that will use them

* + (in a manner similar to the FIPSE program) . The RDU study,
h they observed, has findings that will sGpport both Bides

of the m:qwnent. .

.
it

o The RDU study uncovered multiple tedera]. programs at al-
most all RDU siteswincluding NDN, IV-C, Title I, _etc,
Jn addition to complicating Abt Associates' attribution
. ot pewlived scheol cutcomes to the RDU 1ntervention, the
' *federal overlcad,® as ona policy maker put it, contrib-
utes to-duplication of services, overlapping and competing
administrative structures and little coordination pf ef-
. , fort. It also exagqerates the power of the fedaral govern-
. .nent in school decision making. 1In the minds of a few pol-
. icy makers, this again raised the perennial igsue of whether
federal funds now allocated on a catego:ical basis should be
converted into bloc grants whose expenditure is largely'left !
to the recipient agency. While accountability and federal ‘
control would be lessened, the policy makers conceded, con-
solidation might facilitate better planning, more fléxibil~
- ity in resource use, and a less cbtrusive federal role.
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Prog ram Development . . . ;

The policy makers pc:l%ted out se.ve:a.l exanples of hov the RDU st:ady'a
preliminary findings might influence future program development, particular-
~ly in km&edge dissemination an_a utilization. RED projects, linking agents,
and in-service activitieé vere smerig the toplcs surfaced during the ir\tte:-
views. The policy makers emphasized, however, that p:og:am development would -
not necessa:ily mean the mounting of new programs as much as refinements in |
existing prograns. New programs have considerable startsup costs and oftep

H:

Lail to capitg,tze on p:gviéus expe_:inece and established netwo:k{

® An igsue raised during the 1978 series Qf palicy maker
interviews was the applicability of an agricultural "ex-~ .
tension agent® model to education in which a national com-
' munication network could be established to inform educa- '
tional practitioners about innovative educational products.
Although this model {s not as prominent fn 1980, the poi-
icy makers were still interested by the RDU finding that
s the “assistance of external linking agents increased the
' impact of the program on the schcol as a whole, and the
predicted continuation of aspects of the problem golving
process.” Since another RDU finding was that the proxim- .
ity of the linking agentrto the schools facilitated ser-
t vice delivery, an executive policy maker observed that
this probably supported the extension agent model because -
the extension agent 18 also headquartered locally and not .
sent out from 2 state capital or Washington, D.C.

) Howeve:, despite the p:eliminary findings, skepticism about
. the value of linking agents is prevalent, &3 one congressional
ataff member argues that’ these linking agents should nct be
! federally funded, even in NIE dissemination programs, because —
the federal government has already "picked up the tab" for the ’
product or process being disseminated, and "if the states want -
linking* agents, tl’fy should pay for them."

e The RDU £inding of a lack of externally validated products B}
in career education and f{n-service education seemed to pol-
icy makers to have several programmatic implications. Are . —
the validation_standards, set by JDRP and others relevant ‘ .
40 the needs and contexts of local schools? Can we really
validate products f{n carger education or in-service? what
other forms of validation need.to be considered?

@ The general lack of R&D products relavant to secondary
gchools also troubled meny policy makers who urged that
this level be given g:etﬂ:e: attention in future product

(" i  development efforts. ' . . ’ e

® The availability of training for implementation wds
found by'the RDU study to be a key factor in product
ndoptior}. ‘Products dcv_e‘loped in local schools with

— - o i [P PO .
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federal support for dissemination and training (e.g. NDN}
{ were more Widely adopted than ReD products. A few policy

¢ nzkers stressed the importance of connecting dissemination
with staff development and the futility of expecting prod-
{ : ucts to be adopted based -on-their "good looks" alone.
. Staff development aids dissemination by selling innovation,
allaying staff fears about product complexity, and build~-
' ing a team spirit necessary for sucgessful implementation
of the product being disseminated. Likewise, dissemina-
=~ tion promotes staff development by serving as a convenient, ®
relatively inexpensive, occasion for staff meetings (both
>£o:na1 and informal) that may, improve not only staff skills
in the use of a particular product, but also interpersonal
awareness and group communication. The Department of Edu-
cation seems to have recognized this relationship in the
establishment of a Deputy Assistant Secretary for Dissemi-
nation and Professional aimprovement.

® . Several policy mzkers thought that any attempt to 1link
disgemination with staff development should consider the
ROU finding of 'the importance of providing teachers with
adequate released tille to participate in these activities.

® The negative effects of the short “timeline allotted to the
"  RDU program (3 years) disturbed two of the policy makers.

Both felt that most federal programs (and not only in edu-
cation) expect results too quickly and fail to provide for
adequate start-up time for planning and organizing.. Rush-
ing a progran's implementation only impairs the service and
.threatens the program's credibility in the short and long
term. ’ .
‘}
‘¢ The RDU Study found that support from the school adminis- g
- - trator is importalit to the success of the RDU effort, par~
ticularly in the later stages of the problem solving proc-
4 ess. According to an executive policy maker, this finding
is consistent with other research with ‘respect -to the . —
critical role of the principal or other school administra-
tor in knowledge utilizatiom~and problem Bolbing and rein-
forces the need for, and pay influence the content of, th
Mninistrator Training Program now being conside:ed by tf
. Department of Education. '

Research /

The RDU program was envisioned as an “"action research? pro @
would not only help schools solve locally defined problems hut al.so/contri- ;
bute to existing Eﬁowledgc about how schools use rational problem solving
tochniquos ip selecting and inplenem;ing cxtw ReD products.
Sincc research is almost never intended to have th nal word" on the sub-
joct, the RDU study should have’ implications for the research' agenda ot t!}o

. [
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. Doﬁutnént of Educatio}l, especially in the Hational Institute of Education.
The study's preliminary findings seemed to stimulate a few policy makers in-

to thinking of areas which should be emphasized in our final report if pos-
sible, or where futare research projects could build on the RDU experience.

® The RO study pointed to a number of characteristics that
\ ' . eeemed to encourzge schools to adopt particular RgD prod-
hat ! ' ucts; e.g. availability of training,” cost and time demandg,
v ‘and access to supplementary materials, Mdre research needs
to be done on which product characteristics most interest
£ teachers-—since they will be the ones most responsible for
implementation and student contact. Also, the R&D products
- developed by the labs tended to be more ‘expensive than those
developed elsevwhere--how critical is _the cost factor,in the
adaptation decision?
®° The RDU progran used seven difge\rtnt delivery systems ol
. projects in serving and researching schools. fhe proj~
j ‘ects varied in their leadership, organizational nesting
and structure, use of intermediate resource agencies and
linking agents, problem solving strategies, and other
components. Is there an "ideal” project in terms of suc-
cessful 1mp1gmentation' and instituticnalization o6f the
nmhlm_mlu.ing_pmcess?__of_mn_pmductsl

s . L Linki'ng agents Phayed a key role ' in the RDU program. What
- . makes a successful linking agent-—education, experience,
- personal traits, amount of initiative taken? Should link- .
' /lng agents bé used to foster staff development, access ex-
t

ernal resources, alter internal decision making processes?

+ @ The RDU study is the latest in 2 series of major federal
e{fozts to study knowledge disseminatfon and educational
charge. Its most notable predecessor is the RAND change

. agent study. How do these two studies relate? What do

- they t@ll us about the efficacy of : achdol, improvement
. W effozts? *

. ] Over $16,000 in federzl funds were used to éuppozt each
school's- participation in the RDU program, How does
this funding level ‘compare with other federal dissemi-
nation programs? Does any relationship exist betweeh
program costs and outcomes?

- mtalation . .

» -

Policy naken dcawn from the staffs of Congressional committees were

nost definitely 1ntczqsted in the potential impact of RDU study findings on
'pcnding educational legislation. No one claimed that the RDU study would
., Profoundly alter any appropriations or authorization bills, but they aid4 see
a few instances of likely 1n£13e7e. .
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e According to the policy makers, the Youth Incentives Act
now pending in the Congress could be most influenced by
the RDU study. 1Its current version emphasizes the use,
of -state and local education agencies to improve the em-

v ) ployment prospects of economically poor and educat:lonally

disadvantaded high school students through, 'among other
things, a sustained effort at improvipg their basic skills.

The policy makers were concerned by the RDU study finding -

that there were so few externally validated R&D products

in career education or basic skills that £it secondary
schools. This problem would have to be reflected in the
legislation, they felt, by instructional strategies that
were not dependent upon R&D productd~or by support for the

. development of RLD products relevant to the needs aﬂd con-

texts of high school students.

e The RDU study.might prompt Congress to reconsider its
elimination from the Act of a 153 set-aside of teacher
training funds in view of the 2pparently close connec-

~\tion between knowledge utilization and professional de-

. Vvelopment activities.

e The Youth Incentives Act might also be affected by the
findings about local problem solving teams. "School
site councils™ are supposed to advise local educators

- ~on how to implement the Act. BHow can these councils be A
nade mo effective and influential instead of serving,
like many advisory panels, as ‘mere "window dressing?" . -
* -wi' »
e Findings/sbout local problem solving teams might also’
affect the Title I Advisory Councils and the advisory .
councils established under the Vocational Education Ac;:.

e Two titles of the Elementary and Secondary: Education Act
were considered by the policy makers tQ be potentially
affected by the RDU study. The finding about tha lack

- - - - -- —— ...of R&D products_for secondary achocls could prompt dis-

) cussions of the extension of Title I to high achools,
_ including the appointment of Title I teachers. Title II
i * spongors demonstration programs in the basic skills--has
: the RDU study added enocugh new knowledge to what is known
about encouraging basic skills improvement to affedt the
mission or operations of Title II?

e Generally speaking, the pelicy makers observed that the
RDU f£indings could be used to improve the dissemination
component of ahy legislation with a school improvement ~
focus.

.
rd

6.0 ENHANCING TEE POLICY' RELEVANCE OF THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As currently envisioned, the Executive Summary will be a synopsis
of the major findings and policy implications of the RDU Study. It will
__ .rely on prior data ¢ollection and analysis to summarize what we have learned

- ]
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about the RDU program and,sto a limited extent, how that information mgn
contribute to educational research and decision making. Given such a model, -
the policy makers, :ecomended that the Executive Summary should be.

" e targeted at the highgst 1evels-o£ decision making, e.g.
the top management of the Department of Education and
the chairmen and staff directors,of education committees
in the House and Senate: ‘

-
—— . J

e, kept as brief-as pdssible (no more_thap 15-20 pages) in
order to encourage these executives to read it;

. o:gaﬁizeq’ either around significant themes (local action .
teams, [fnking agents, 1nteto:ganizational networks, etc.)
or major audiences (policy makers, researchers, and prac- . a
titioners} so that readers can locate and concentrate on |
topics ttuu: nost 1nterest then.
T e focmsed on positive aspects of t.he ROU p:ogram that could
be replicated elsewhe:e, and . i
o » *
e concerned with recommending future 2gendas for both prac-

.\tife and research.

- r - . ¥

However, the results of the policy maker interviews alsp suggested
that an Executide .Sumary pegy se may not be the most effective dissemina-
tion vehicle fe; the RDU study. It may not be detailed or a.gsé:tive enough

- . ‘
to influence educational policy making: This judgment is based on geveral 8 ‘
factors: ’ - . |

e Until they had read the preliminary f£indings, most of the , ‘
. policy makers in the Department of Bduciation had very R
. little if any knowledge of the RDU program. This problem :
h ig likely to be compounded by the imminent change in Ad- ° .
“ ministrations. Moreover, even after they had studied the ¥

findings, many policy makers: were able to distuss its pol-
* .. icy relevance only in general terms. They offered detailed
* policy 1mp11cations_ only after prodding by the Abt Associ-
ates'-interviewers. The most effective technique seemed to
be for the policy makers to surface a pending prog:ammatic-
or legislative decision and then discuss with the Abt inte:-—
*viewer which RDU findings might be applicable. Pew could
®ake the findings as is and apply them to educational policy L 4
* in\ any systmatic manner. By no means should this.be in- ) . .
terpreted as a criticism of the policy makers. It is more
a recognition of .the low visibility that a stidy of the RDU
program can naturally command in the turbulent policy envi-
ronment "{n which ‘these officials operate. .

# Another indication. of the RDU study's difficulty*in attract-
ing attention is the fact that several senior officials 4n ”~
the Department of Education suggested, by NIE and contacted .

\' 23 _ / S
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T A TP " .
\ . by Abl: “Associates eithg: :efused to be interviewed or can--
celled after they had readw;he £indings (usually becaus¢ the
"RDU ptogtam has?no’ :elevancg for me."). .

. ® An exXecutive surmary, organized around the major repprts or

) cSmponentl pf the RDU study may be ineffective in stimulat~-

ing inte:elt and utilization of Ats findings. The policy

] naker intarvieus demonstrated that policy makers tend to
think more -anfinitively in terms Of concrete policy initiatives
(ESEA, Youth incentives, NDN; etc.) than in tYerms of Abstract-
ions like' linki‘ng agents or i-.nte:o:ganizational networks.
. . \ .

- -
’

Fp these reasons, several policy makers (and the Abt Associates in-
tervieue:s) suggested that se:ious conside:ation ought to be given to alter-

nattve vways of smuizfng tha, :esults oT ‘the ROU study. Sote” recommended
that wé discard a formal wtitten report in favor of an informal oonfe:ence
for practitioners, redearchers and policy makers orgariized around the RDU
study. Another option was to prepare congressional testimony for the Depatt:-
ment of Education tosdeliver at the appropriate hearings. c *

P One jlternative thht qu partictzlatly‘ inte:es‘%ng was to t:an'sfom
the ?E::ecutix‘alma&' from an overview of the study's principal findings
into an "Executive 'Repo:t" organized around t;peci?ic executive or leg“isla-
tige policy atives. There would.still be a suma:y of the RDU study 8
methodology and eoncluliona, but the focus would be on utilization. For
exanple', the:e wowrld be sapa:ate sections on the Youth Incentives Act, ESEA,
vocational Educar.fon Act, NIE/ED staff development efforts, and other ﬁli-
ciel explaining in detail how tl;ei: provisions would be supported or chal—
lenged by the RDU study. Suclr an approach would clarify exactly how the RDU
, study might. be used in policy or program development instead of publilhing a
liat of najor £inding | cxpecting policy makers to infer their Palicy im=-
plicatfé‘né\ It wOuﬁ fact,. "sell" the importance and policy relevance of
the RDU study&lnd. by cxtenﬂonh the RDU program itself, ' )

’ N « - .

L $ i
‘4.\. N 3

—'rhe policy naker int-?ews were most helpful in-thinking about -
the scope md content of the- emaihlng repocts of the RDU study. It also
qssllt.td“i‘n defining thc target audiences tbe the audiences for the :epo:ts.
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In the months'ahead, Abt Associates expects to utqnze the perspectlves of
theae officials in the development o£ the: ’ -

.
.

e Pindl Report to Practitioners; .

e jJxecutive Summary/Report of RDU Study;
. and the . \

nal Report:. of t?e RDU Stady. *
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. i POLICY MAKER INTERVIEWEES
* October, 1980 - o . B
o ' * -
Mary Jo Bane, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning and . 4
Analysis, Department of Education; -
. ¥ ' mll"tan c1ohan, Assistant Education Counsel, Committee on :

Bducation and Labor, U.S. House of Repregentatives;

Lois-Ellin Data, Apting Director, Teaching and Lear.ning,
\J " National Institute of Education;

‘William Ellis, assis®nt Dffector, National Institute of
> Educat fon; ’

£~

David Evans, Majority staff, Subcommittee on Bducation, "
Arts, and Humanities, U.S. Senate; :

Jean Frohlicher,* Counsel, Subcommittee on Edugation, Arts,

and Humanities, U.S. Sehate; >, 1
Milton Goldberg, Deputy Agsistant Secretary for Dissemina-

‘tion and Professional Improvement, Department of Bducation; -

- John F. Jenniﬁg“s,* Counsel, Subcommittee on Elementary,
. N Secondaty, and Vocational Bducation, U.S. House of -

Representatives; -

Michael Xane, Assisukt Director, National Inatitute of . ‘
Bducation; . ’

»

Martha Keys, Assistant Secretnry to: Legislation, Department .
of Education; AN

. Robert McMeekin, Office of the Direcfor, National Institute -~

of Bducation; - . ~

P. Michael Timpane,* Di:ecto:. Hational *Institute of Educatiom .

Marc Tacker,* Acting Director. ottica of Priogram Hanagement, ”»
National Institute of Bducation; and \

) Eunice Turk, Acting Director, Dissemination and Improvement /
. of Practice, National Institute of Education;

- . . '
- - . .
; .o * ’ . \
/ ’ ¥y .

- . ¥*Also interviewed in 1978.
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